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Poverty in the United States: 1990

INTRODUCTION

This report presents social and economic character-
istics of.the population below the poverty level in 1990
based on the March 1991 Current Population Survey
(CPS). Unlike previous years there will be no combined
poverty and income “advance” report followed by sep-
arate “final” reports. Because of expedited publication
procedures we are now able to publish final reports at
about the same time that we published the advance
report in previous years. The poverty definition used in
‘this report is that adopted for official Government use by
the Office of Management and Budget and consists of a
set of money income thresholds that vary by family size
and composition. Poverty status is based on responses
to income questions which in the March CPS refer to
pre-tax income received in the previous calendar year.
Families or individuals with income below their appro-
priate poverty threshold are classified as below the
poverty level. These poverty statistics exclude inmates
of institutions, Armed Forces members in barracks, and
unrelated individuals under 15 years of age. Poverty
thresholds are updated every year to reflect changes in
the Consumer Price Index. For example, the average
poverty threshold for a family of four was $12,674 in
1989 but $13,359 in 1990. Average poverty thresholds
in 1990 varied from $6,652 for a person living alone to
$26,848 for a family of nine or more members. The
poverty definition is based on pre-tax money income
only, excluding capital gains, and does not include the
value of noncash benefits such as employer-provided
health insurance, food stamps, or Medicaid. For further
discussion, see the section entitted *Collection and
Limitations of Poverty Data.”

The data in this report consist of cross classifications
of poverty status by such characteristics as age, race,
Hispanic origin, family relationship, educational attain-
.ment, work experience and type of income received.
Although the primary focus of the tables is on the United

States as a whole, some tables also present data by

region and type of residence. In addition, appendix D
presents poverty estimates and rates for States for the
years 1980 through 1990 based on CPS figures.

The detailed tables in this report represent a new
table package, designed to meet the changing data
needs of policymakers and the general pubtic within the
limitations of the CPS data. Tables were added to
address frequently-asked questions and, similarly, some

tables in which there was little current interest were
dropped from our standard table package. We welcome
comments on these new tables. Correspondence should
be addressed to Chief, Housing and Household Eco-
nomic Statistics Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Washington D.C. 20233. Our old table package is not
available for the years after 1987. Our new package is
available for 1987, but will not be published for that year.
Persons interested in obtaining a copy of our revised
1987 tables at cost can do so by writing to the address
above. Our new tables were published for 1988 and
1989 in Current Population Reports, P-60, No. 171,
Poverty in the United States: 1988 and 19889.

In the text, the terms “‘poverty population”, “poor”,
and “betow the poverty level” are used interchange-
ably, as are the terms “nonpoor” and “above the
poverty level”. Characteristics such as age and marital
status are as of the-survey date (e.g., March 1991),
while income, poverty status, and work experience data
refer to the whole previous calendar year ( e.g., 1990).
In the report text, the year cited refers to the “income”
year.

HIGHLIGHTS

(The figures in parentheses denote the 90-percent
confidence intervals.)

* The number of persons below the official government
poverty level was 33.6 (+0.9) million in 1990, a figure
2.1 million higher than the 31.5 (3-0.8) million poor in
1989. The poverty rate was 13.5 (+0.3) percent in
1990, significantly higher than the 12.8 (+0.3) per-
cent in 1989.

* Both the number of poor and the poverty rate in 1990
were lower than the recent peaks of 35.3 (+0.9)
million poor and the poverty rate of 15.2 (3-0.4)
percent reached in 1983 after the recessionary period
of late 1981-82, but remain well above their 1978
levels, a recent low-point in these figures during the
economic expansion of the late 1970s.

* Children are overrepresented among the poor, while
the elderly are slightly underrepresented. Children
under 18 years were 40.0 (+1.2) percent of the poor
and 24.0 (+0.2) percent of the nonpoor, while the
elderly were 10.9 (£0.5) percent of the poor and 12.3
(£0.2) percent of the nonpoor.



* Poverty rates for children under 18 years, persons 18
to 44 years and the elderly all increased between
1989 and 1990. The rate for children (20.6 +0.7
percent) remains higher than that of other age groups.

* The poverty rates for Whites and persons of Hispanic
origin increased between 1989 and 1990. The poverty
rate for Blacks did not change significantly, nor did
that for Asians and Pacific Islanders as a group. The
rates in 1990 were 10.7 (+0.3) percent for Whites,
28.1 (£1.6) percent for persons of Hispanic origin,
31.9 (£1.3) percent for Blacks, and 12.2 (+2.0)
percent for Asians and Pacific Isianders. The poverty
rate for Asians and Pacific Islanders was not statisti-
cally different from that for Whites.

* About 17.9 (*1.1) percent of the poor were of .

Hispanic origin in 1990. This fraction was only 10.3
(= 1.1) percent in 1973, when such data were first
tabulated separately for persons of Hispanic origin.

* Non-Hispanic Whites represénted only about half of
the poor in 1990.

* The poverty rate for the Northeast, while remaining
the lowest of the four regions, increased to 11.4
(%0.6) percent, and was the only regional poverty
rate to increase between 1989 and 1990.

* The number of poor families increased by 315,000
(£265,000) between 1989 and 1990, and the poverty
rate for families increased to 10.7 (+-0.3) percent.
The increase in the number of poor families with a
female householder accounted for 83.8 percent of
the net increase in poor families between 1989 and
1990. Families with a female householder and no
spouse present accounted for 53.1 (£1.5) percent of
poor families in 1990, a figure which was not signifi-
cantly different from the 1989 proportion of 51.7
(%1.5) percent.

* Persons living alone or with nonrelatives only (unre-
lated individuals) accounted for 22.2 (+1.1) percent
of the poor in 1990. The increase in their numbers
accounted for one-third of the net i increase in the total
‘number of poor between 1989 and 1990.

* In 1990, 40.3 (+1.7) percent of poor persons 15
years and over worked, and 9.4 (+1.0) percent
worked year-round, full-time. Neither of these propor-
tions was significantly different from those in any year
since 1978. The number of poor persons in these
categories remalned unchanged between 1989 and

1990; - T T e e e e

* The average amount of money needed to raise the
incomes of each poor family above the poverty level
was $5,192 (+8$105), not significantly different from
the 1989 figure.

* About 28.6 (£ 1.3) percent of the poor reported they
had no medical insurance in 1990. Poor adult males
18-44 years were the least likely age group to be
insured. Among the poor, persons of Hispanic origin
were less likely to be insured than Blacks or Whites.

* About 41.8 (+=1.4) percent of the poor received cash
assistance through such programs as Aid to Families
with Dependent Children in 1990. About 28.4 (+1.2)
percent of the poor received no assistance of any
type, whether in the form of cash or noncash benefits.

’

POVERTY IN THE UNITED STATES: 1990

The number of persons below the official government
poverty level was 33.6 million in 1990, representing 13.5
percent of the Nation’s population. Both the number of
poor and the poverty rate showed a statistically signifi-
cant rise from the corresponding 1989 figures of 31.5
million poor and poverty rate of 12.8 percent. This
represents the first annual increase in the poverty rate
since 1982 and the number of poor since 1983 (Figure
1). Between 1983 (the most recent high point for the
number of persons in poverty) and 1989 both the
number of poor and the poverty rate declined, although
the year-to-year changes in these figures were not
statistically significant in every case.

Both the number of poor and the poverty rate in 1990
were lower than the recent peaks of 35.3 million poor
and poverty rate of 15.2 percent reached in 1983 after
the recessionary period of late 1981-82 but both remain
well above their 1978 levels— which was a recent low
point in these figures during the economic expansion
that lasted from March 1975 to January 1980.

Age. Half of the Nation’s poor in 1990 were either
children under 18 years (40.0 percent) or elderly (10.9

- percent). In comparison to the age distribution of the

nonpoor, children continue to be overrepresented among -
the poor, while the elderly are slightly underrepresented.
(figure 2). Children were 24.0 percent of the nonpoor,

while the elderly represented 12.3 percent.

= The poverty rate for children continues, as it has
since 1975, to be higher than that for any other age
group. The poverty rate for the elderly exceeded that for
children until about 1973. In 1990, the poverty rate for all
children under 18 years was 20.6 percent (25.0 percent
for children under age 3), 10.7 percent for persons 18 to
64 years, and 12.2 percent for the elderly. Persons 45 to
64 years of age had no significant change in their

~poverty-rate between-1989-and-1990;whilethe-rate for

children under 18 years, adults 18 to 44 years and the
elderly all increased.

Though the poverty rate for the elderly was lower in
1990 than that for children and young adults 18 to 24
years, it was higher than or not significantly different
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(i.e., between 100 percent and 125 percent of their

14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Above the poverty level

T T

75 -79
70 —~ 74
65 — 69
60 — 64
55 - 59
50 — 54
45 - 49
40 ~ 44
35 -39
30 - 34
25-29
20 - 24
15 -19
10 ~ 14
5-9

| 0-4

0 0 1
Percent

level.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

threshold). Consequently, 18.2 percent of the Nation’s
11.3 million “near poor” persons was elderly, compared
with 10.9 percent of persons below the official poverty
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Race and Hispanic Origin. The poverty rates for
Whites and persons of Hispanic origin increased between
1989 and 1990, with the 1990 rate for Whites at 10.7
* percent, and for persons of Hispanic origin (who may be
of any race) at 28.1 percent (table A). The poverty rate
for Blacks was 31.9 percent in 1990. The apparent
increase in poverty rate ‘for Blacks (30.7 percent in
1989) was not statistically significant. For persons of
other races the poverty rate was 15.4 percent in 1990,
not significantly different from the 1989 estimate of 16.4
percent, but down from 19.8 percent in 1988. For Asians

or Pacific Islanders, the largest component of the other -

races group, the poverty rate was 12.2 percent in 1990
(not significantly different from the rate for Whites and
lower than that for the other races group as a whole ), a
decrease of 5.1 percentage points from their poverty
rate in 1988, but not significantly different from their
poverty rate in 1989 (14.1 percent). In 1989 the poverty
rates for other races and Asians and Pacific Islanders
were not statistically different and the poverty rate for
Whites was lower than both of these groups.

The relationship between the poverty rates for White
persons, Black persons, and persons of Hispanic orig-
in—the latter having rates intermediate between Whites
and Blacks—holds generally regardless of age. For
example, for children younger than 18 years, the pov-
erty rate in 1990 was 15.9 percent for White children,
38.4 percent for children of Hispanic origin, and 44.8
percent for Black children.

Even though the poVerty rate for Whites was lower

than that for the other groups mentioned above, the
majority of poor persons in 1990 were White (66.5
percent). Blacks constituted 29.3 percent of all persons
below the poverty level (a proportion that has fluctuated
little since the mid-1960’s), and the remaining 4.2 per-
cent were persons of “other’” races. Most of this latter
group were Asians or Pacific Islanders who, combined,
represented 2.6 percent of the Nation's poor. About

17.9- percent of the poor in 1990 were persons of
Hispanic origin. This fraction has increased consider-
ably since 1973 (when data for persons of Hispanic
origin were first tabulated) when it was 10.3 percent, but
the apparent increase since 1989 was not statistically
significant. Although persons of Hispanic origin may be
of any race, the vast majority (over 95 percent) are
included in the White racial category in the Current
Population Survey. Data tabulated separately for Whites
who are not of Hispanic origin indicate that only 49.5
percent of the poor fall into this category. About 79.7

percent of the nonpoor in 1990 were non-Hispanic
Whites. '

Regions. As has been the case since 1985, the
Northeast had the lowest poverty rate (11.4 percent)
among the Nation’s four regions in 1990, but it was also
the only region to have a statistically significant increase
(of 1.4 percentage points) in poverty rate between 1989
and 1990. As has historically been the case, the poverty
rate was highest in the South (15.8 percent) followed by
the West (13.0 percent) and Midwest (12.4 percent), the
latter two rates were not statistically different from each

. other. The South continues to have a disproportionately
large share of the Nation’s poverty population: 40.1
percent of the poor lived in the South in 1990, compared
with 33.3 percent of U.S. population above the poverty
level.

States. This report contains State level poverty rates,
published for the first time from the Current Population
Survey by the Census Bureau (table B).! These esti-

Although the Census Bureau has not published poverty data by

. State from the March CPS, State level poverty rates can be derived

from publically available computer tape files. Researchers outside the
Census Bureau have published these data for previous years. See, for
example, Jon D. Haveman, Sheldon Danziger, and Robert D. Plotnick,
State Poverty Rates for Whites, Blacks and Hispanics in the Late
1980s, Focus, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Volume 13, No. 1,
Spring 1991.

‘Table A. Persons Below Poverty Level, by Detailed Race: 1989-90

(Numbers in thousands)

el i 11 £ [ [+ 1+ B e e e
Characteri stic Below poverty level Below poverty level 1990-89 difference
Number Poverty
Total Number Percent Total Number Percent of poor rate
PERSONS
Total..........c.oiiiiiill, 248,644 33,585 13.5 245,992 31,528 12.8 *2,057 *0.7
White ... 208,611 ( 22326 10.7.....206,853.]_ . ..20,785. 10.0 1,540 o ---20.7-
~ Not of Hispanic origin............. 188,129 16,622 8.8 186,979 15,599 8.3 *1,023 *0.5
Black ...t 30,806 9,837 31.9 30,332 9,302 30.7 *535 1.3
Otherraces.............ccovunvnn.. 9,227 1,422 154 8,807 1,441 16.4 -19 -1.0
Asian or Pacific Islander. .......... 7,014 858 12.2 6,673 939 14.1 -81 -1.9
Hispanic origin® .................... 21,405 6,006 28.1 20,746 5,430 26.2 *576 *1.9

*Statistically significant change at the 90-percent confidence level.
'Persons of Higpanic origin may be of any race.




Table B. Percent of Persons in Poverty, by State: 1988, 1989, and 1990

,: Three-year Difference in
-— Average Average Average two-year
: 1990 1989 1988 1988-1990 1989-1990 1988-1989 moving averages
State : .
Stand- Stand- Stand- Stand ) Stand- Stand- B Stand-
ard ard ard ard ard ard | Poverty ard
Percent error | Percent error | Percent error | Percent error | Percent error | Percent error rate . error
Alabama .......... 19.2 2.0 18.9 20 19.3 21 19.1 15 19.1 1.7 1914 17 -0.1 14
Alaska.......... . 11.4 1.6 105 15 110 1.7 11.0 1.2 1.0 1.3 10.8 14 0.2 11
_ Arizona ........... 13.7 1.8 141 19 141 1.9 14.0 14 139 16 141 16 -0.2 1.3
Arkansas .......... 19.6 2.0 18.3 20 21.6 241 19.8 15 19.0 1.7 20.0 1.7 -1.0 15
California. ......... 139 0.7 129 0.7 13.2 0.9 133 0.6 13.4 0.6 131 0.7 0.3 0.6
Colorado . ......... 13.7 1.9 121 18 125 1.9 12.8 13 129 1.6 123 1.6 0.6 1.3
Connecticut . . . . ... 6.0 1.4 29 1.0 40 1.2 43 0.9 4.5 1.0 35 0.9 1.0 0.9
Delaware . ... ...... 6.9 14 100 17 8.6 16 8.5 1.4 8.5 1.3 9.3 14 -o08 1.1
DC.............. 211 2.5 18.0 24 15.2 21 18.1 1.7 19.6- 21 16.6 1.9 *2.9 1.6
Florida............ 14.4 09| 125 09| 136 0.9 135 06| 135 07| 131 0.7 0.4 0.6
Georgia........... 15.8 19 150 19 140 1.7 149 13| 154 16| 145 15 0.9 1.3
Hawaii............ 11.0 1.7 1.3 18 11 1.7 1.1 13 11.2 1.5 11.2 1.5 -0.1 1.2
Idaho............. 14.9 1.7 124 1.6 125 1.7 13.3 1.2 13.7 14 125 14 1.2 1.2
NS .. .......... 13.7 10| 127 09| 127 09| 130 07| 132 08| 127 0.8 0.5 0.7
Indiana. . .......... 13.0 18| 137 19 101 16| 123 13| 134 16| 119 15 1.4 1.2
lowa. ............. 10.4 16| 103 15 9.4 15] 100 1.1 10.4 13 9.9 13| 05 11 .
Kansas ........... 10.3 15[ 108 16 8.1 14 9.7 1.1 10.6 13 9.5 1.3 1.1 1.0 N
Kentucky .......... 17.3 20| 161 20| 176 20| 170 15| 167 17| 169 17|  -04 14 2%
Louisiana. ......... 236 23| 233 23| 228 23| 232 17| 235 20| 234 20 0.4 16
Maine.............. 13.1 18| 104 16 132 18| 122 13 11.8 15 118 14| . -0.1 13
Maryland . ......... 9.9 17 90 16 9.8 17 9.6 12| 95 1.4 9.4 14 0.1 1.2
Massachusstts. . . . . . 10.7 0.9 88 08 8.5 0.8 9.3 0.6 9.8 0.7 8.7 0.7 1.4 0.6
Michigan . ......... 14.3 10 132 09| 121 0.9 13.2 07| 138 08| 127 0.8 1.1 0.7
Minnesota . ........ 12.0 17 1.2 1.7 116 1.7 11.6 1.2 116 1.5 114 1.4 0.2 1.2
Mississippi......... 25.7 21| 220 20| 272 22| 250 15| 239 18| 248 18 -o08 15
Missouri. . ......... 13.4 18 126 18] 127 18 129 13| 130 15 127 15 0.3 13
Montana .......... 16.3 19| 156 18] 1486 1.8 155 13| 160 16| 151 1.6 0.9 13
Nebraska. ......... 10.3 15 128 16{ 103 15] 111 11 1.6 13 11.6 13 0.0 1.1
Nevada ........... 9.8 16| 108 1.7 8.6 1.6 9.7 12| 103 1.4 9.7 1.4 0.6 1.1 5
New Hampshire. .. .. 6.3 15 7.7 1.6 6.7 14 6.9 11 7.0 13 7.2 1.3 -0.2 1.0 °
New Jersey . ....... 9.2 08 8.2 0.8 6.2 0.7 7.9 0.5 8.7 07| .72 06 *1.5 0.5
New Mexico. . . .. ... 20.9 2.1 195 20| 230 2.1 21.1 15| 202 17] 213 170 -1 15
New York.......... 143 07| 128 07| 134 09| 134 06| 135 06| 130 .07 0.5 0.6
North Carolina. . . . . . 13.0 09| 122 09| 126 o9 126 07| 126 08| 124 0.8 0.2 0.6
North Dakota. ... ... 13.7 1.7 12.2 16 116 1.6 125 1.2 13.0 14 “11.9 1.3 1.0 1.2 :
Ohio.............. 115 0.9 10.6 0.8, 124 0.9 115 0.6 1.1 0.7 11.5 0.7 -0.4 0.6
Oklahoma ......... 156 1.9 147 18 173 2.0 15.9 14 -15.2 1.6 16.0 1.6 -0.8 1.4
Oregon ........... 9.2f. 16| 112 18 104 18 103 13] 102 14 108 15 -o06 1.2
Pennsylvania. : . . ... 11.0 08| 104 08| 103 08| 106 06| 107 07| 104 0.7 0.3 0.6
Rhode Island. . .. ... 7.5 16 6.7 15 9.8 17 8.0 1.1 7.1 1.3 8.3 13 -11 1.1
South Carolina. . . . . . 16.2 18 170 18/ 155 17| 162 13| 166 15| 163 15 0.4 12
South Dakota. . . . . . . 13.3 16 132 16 142 16| 136 12| 133 13| 137 14| .04 1.1
Tennessee. ........ 16.9 1.9 184 (. 1.9] 18.0 1.9 178 14 17.7 1.6 18.2 1.6 -0.6 1.3
Texas............. 159 10| 171 10 180 10| 170 07| 165 08| 176 09| -11] 0.7
‘Utah.......cc..... 8.2 1.4 8.2 14 9.8 15 8.7 1.0 8.2 1.2 9.0 12| -o08 1.0
Vermont. .......... 10.9 18 8.0 1.6 8.1 1.6 9.0 1.2 9.5 1.4 8.1 14| 1.4 1.2
Virginia. . . ......... R 141 14 10.9 14 108 1.5 10.9 11 11.0 1.2 109 1.2 0.1 1.0
Washington .. ...... 8.9 1.5 9.6 1.6 8.7 15 9.1 1.1 9.3 1.3 9.2 13 0.1 1.0
West Virginia. . ..... 18.1 20 15.7 19 17.9 2.0 17.2 14 16.9 1.7 16.8 1.7 0.1 1.4
Wisconsin ......... 93 14 8.4 14 7.8 1.3 8.5 1.0 8.9 1.2 8.1 1.2 0.8 1.0
Wyoming . ......... 11.0 1.9 10.9 1.9 9.6 18 10.5 14 11.0 1.6 103 1.6 0.7 1.3
Los Angeles CMéA. . 15.0 08 138 0.8 143 14 144 0.7 144 0.7 141 0.9 0.3 0.8
New York CMSA . . .. 143 0.7 121 0.7 1.7 0.9 12.7 0.6 13.2 06 11.9 0.7 *1.3 0.6
*Statistically significant at the 90-percent confidence level.
mates should be used with caution since relatively large lower) State poverty rates. That is, the poverty rate in
standard errors are associated with these data. Some- Connecticut in 1990 was not statistically different from
what lower standard errors ‘are associated with the that in Delaware, New Hampshire, Oregon, Rhode
averages shown. State poverty rates using a 1988 to Island, Utah or Washington State, and the 1990 poverty
1990 3-year average ranged from 4.3 percent in Con- rate in Mississippi was not different from that in Louisi-
necticut to 25.0 percent in Mississippi. The latter rate ana, New Mexico and the District of Columbia. Accord-
was not statistically different from the next highest rate ingly, we advise strongly against using these estimates
of 23.2 percent in Louisiana. Users should be aware that to rank the States. Different samples easily could have
although the 1990 data presented in table B indicate led to different poverty rate estimates and rank. Based
that Mississippi had the highest poverty rate in that year on the 2-year moving average data (last two columns of
and Connecticut the lowest, neither of these rates is table B), three States and the District of Columbia had

statistically different from the next several higher (or statistically significant changes in their poverty rates
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between 1988 and 1990. The poverty rate increased in
the District of Columbia, Massachusetts, Michigan, and
New Jersey. -

Also included in table B are poverty estimates for the
Los Angeles and New York Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (CMSA's). These areas are the Nation's
two largest CMSAs. Using the 3-year 1988-90 average,
the poverty rate was 14.4 percent in the Los Angeles
CMSA and 12.7 percent in the New York CMSA. The
poverty rate in the New York CMSA increased signifi-
cantly between 1988 and 1990 using the difference in
the 2-year moving averages (1988-89 and 1989-90),
while the rate in the Los Angeles CMSA did not.

Appendix D presents estimates of the number of poor
and poverty rates (and their respective standard error)
for States for the years 1980 through 1990 from the
Current Population Survey.

Farm/Nonfarm Residence. - There was no statistically
significant change between 1989 and 1990 in either the

number of poor or poverty rate of persons living on

farms, but both of these figures increased for the
nonfarm population. However, for the fourth consecu-
tive year, there was no significant difference between
the farm and nonfarm poverty rates (13.6 percent for
nonfarm and 11.2 percent for farm). Typically, the
poverty rate has been higher for the farm than nonfarm
population.2

Metropolitan/Nonmetropolitan Residence. The num-
ber of poor and poverty rate in the Nation’s Metropolitan
Statistical Areas increased between 1989 and 1990,
while the comparable figures for persons living outside
metropolitan areas did not change significantly. As has
historically been the case the nonmetropolitan poverty
rate in 1990 (16.3 percent) was higher than that for
metropolitan areas (12.7 percent). Within metropolitan
areas, the poverty rate increased between 1989 and
1990 in both central cities (with a 1990 rate of 19.0
percent) and suburban areas (8.7 percent in 1990). As
in the past, the poor in 1990 were somewhat less
concentrated in metropolitan areas (73.0 percent) than
the nonpoor (78.4 percent). This tendency holds regard-
less of race. For example a larger proportion of poor
Blacks lived in nonmetropolitan areas (21.8 percent)
than nonpoor Blacks (14.8 percent). The majority of
poor metropolitan residents were in central cities (58.2
percent), while nonpoor metropolitan residents were
concentrated in suburban areas (64.0 percent).

* =2In"the' CPS, the farm population is defined as” persons living in -
rural territory on places from which $1,000 or more of agricultural
products were sold during the preceding 12 months. Farm residents in
the CPS are not necessarily economically dependent upon farming.
For example, only about half of employed farm residents reported
agriculture as their main industry in 1989. See Current Population
Reports, Series P-20, No. 446, Residents of Farms and Rural Areas:

1989.

Poor Hispanic-origin persons were more concen-
trated in metropolitan areas than the White poor as a
whole or the Black poor. About 91.9 percent of poor
Hispanics lived in metropolitan areas, compared with
78.2 percent of poor Blacks and 70.4 percent of poor .
Whites. Within metropolitan areas, 48.8 percent of poor
Whites lived in central cities compared with 63.9 per-
cent of poor persons of Hispanic origin and 76.3 percent
of poor Blacks.

Poverty Areas. About 37.3 percent of the Nation’s
poor in 1990 lived in areas of high poverty concentration
(poverty areas), a somewhat smaller fraction than in
1989 (39.1 percent).2 While the majority of the 12.5
million poor poverty area residents lived in central cities
(59.0 percent), 28.0 percent lived outside metropolitan
areas, and 13.0 percent lived in suburban areas. Within
such areas, the poverty rate was somewhat higher in
large city poverty areas than elsewhere: 38.4 percent in
central cities, 31.5 percent in suburban poverty areas,
and 26.6 percent in nonmetropolitan poverty areas.
Blacks living in cities, regardless of poverty status,
were more concentrated in poverty areas than Whites
or persons of Hispanic origin. About 53.5 percent of

- Blacks living in central cities lived in poverty areas, and

66.9 percent of poor Blacks living in cities were concen-
trated in poverty areas. For Whites, the comparable
percentages of city dwellers in poverty areas were only
16.9 percent for the total population and 41.0 percent of
the poor; for persons of Hispanic origin the percentages
were 44.1 percent of the total population and 61.4
percent of the poor.

Families, Family Composition, and Unrelated Indi-
viduals. The poverty rate for families was 10.7 percent
in 1990, slightly higher than the 1989 rate (10.3.per-
cent). Neither the number of poor families nor the
poverty rate changed significantly for married-couple
families or for families with a male householder with no
spouse present. Though the poverty rate- for families
with a female householder and no spouse present did
not increase significantly, the number of such families
below the poverty level did increase and the change in
their numbers accounted for 83.8 percent of the net
increase in poor families between 1989 and 1990.
Families with a female householder represented 12.7
percent of nonpoor families but 53.1 percent of poor
families in 1990. Neither of these figures was statisti-
cally different from their respective 1989 estimates. The

" Poverty areas are defined as census tracts in metropolitan
counties and minor civil divisions in nonmetropolitan counties with a
poverty rate of 20 percent or more in 1979 based on the 1980 census.
In 1990, the overall poverty rate in such areas was 33.3 percent, or
about 2-1/2 times the national average. For a history of Census-
designated poverty areas and a discussion of trends, see Mark S.
Littman, “Poverty Areas and the Underclass: Untangling the Web”,
Monthly Labor Review, March 1991, pp. 19-32.



proportion of female-householder families among all
poor families ieveled off.in the early 1980’s and was
actually slightly lower in 1885 than in 1978 (see table C).
However for the past five years this proportion has
exceeded the 1985 estimate although there has been
no statistically significant change during this period in
the proportion of poor families that are maintained by
-women with no spouse present.

Married- couple families continued to have the lowest
poverty rate (5.7 percent) followed by those with a male
householder, no wife present (12.0 percent), and fami-
lies with a female householder, no husband present
(33.4 percent in 1990). White families had a lower
poverty rate overall (8.1 percent in 1990), as well as by
type of family, than Blacks (29.3 percent overall), or
families with a householder of Hispanic ongm (25.0
percent overall).

The lower overall poverty rate for Hispanic-origin
. families compared with Black families was the result of
different distributions by family type between the two

groups since the poverty rates within type of family for
Hispanic-origin families exceeded or were not different
from those for Blacks. The poverty rate for Hispanic-
origin married couples was 17.5 percent in 1990, com-
pared with 12.6 percent for Blacks; for families with a
male householder and no spouse present the poverty
rate was 19.4 percent for-Hispanic families, not statisti-
cally different from the 20.4 percent for comparable
Black families; and about 48 percent of both Black and
Hispanic-origin families with a female householder, no
husband present were below the poverty level in 1990.
However, female-householder families constituted 75.1
percent of all poor Black families compared with 46.1
percent of poor Hispanic-origin families. it is this differ-
ence in demographic composition that leads to higher
poverty rates for Black families and persons.

Poverty rates for families in 1990 decreased with

increasing age of householder up to age 45 years and
then level off (from 35.0 percent for those under age 25

to 6.8 percent for those with a. hdusehol_der 45 to 64

Table C. Number of Families Below vaerty Level and Poverty Rate: 1959 to 1990

(Numbers in. thousands. Families as of March of the folloWing year)

) : Families with | Families with :
Number of female female | Families with
Year poor families| Poverty rate| householder| householder female
. with female for families | as a percent| as a percent| householder
Number of | Poverty rate (NSP) as |- with female of all poor | of all nonpoor | as a percent
poor families for families | householder| householder| =~  families families | of all families
1990 ... . e 7,098 10.7 3,768 33.4 53.1 127 17.0
1989 ...l 6,784 10.3 3,504 32.2 51.7 125 16.5
1988 ... 6,874 10.4 3,642 334 53.0 123 16.5
1987 ..o 7,005 10.7 3,654 34.2 52.2 121 16.4
1986 ..ol 7,023 10.9 3,613 34.6 51.4 11.9 16.2
1985 ...t 7,223 114 3,474 34.0 48.1 12.0 16.1
1984 ... ..., 7,277 11.6 3,498 34.5 48.1 120 16.2
1983 ... 7,647 12.3 3,564 - 36.0 46.6 11.6 16.0
1982 ... 7,512 12.2 3,434 36.3 45.7 11.2 154
1981 ... 6,851 11.2 3,252 34.6 47.5 114 154
1980 ...ttt 6,217 10.3 2,972 32.7 47.8 113 15.1
1979 .. - 5,461 9.2 2,645 30.4 48.4 11.2 146
1978 . 5,280 9.1 2,654 314 50.3 114 14.6
1977 e 5,311 9.3 2,610 317 49.1 10.8 14.4
1976 ... 5,311 9.4 2,543 33.0 47.9 10.1 . 136
1975 . e 5,450 9.7 2,430 325 44.6 9.9 13.3
1974 . 4,922 8.8 2,324 321 47.2 9.7 13.0
1978 4,828 8.8 2,193 32.2 45.4 9.2 12.4
1972 L 5,075 9.3 2,158 32.7 425 9.0 12.2
1971 L " 5,303 10.0 2,100 33.9 39.6 8.5 11.6
1970 ..o 5,260 10.1 1,851 32.5 37.1 8.6 11.5
1969 ... . 5,008 9.7 1,827 32.7 36.5 8.2 10.8
1968 ...t 5,047 10.0 1,755 323 34.8 8.0 10.7
1967 .ot e 5,667 11.4 1,774 33.3 31.3 8.0 10.6
1966 ...ooiiiiaeiie ' 5,784 11.8 1,721 331 29.8 79 10.5
1965 ... ...l 6,721 13.9 1,916 38.4 28.5 7.3 10.3
1964 . ... ... 7,160 15.0 1,822 364 25.4 7.8 104
1963 ... 7,554 15.9 1,972 40.4 26.1 7.2 - 10.2
1962 ... 8,077 17.2 2,034 429 25.2 6.8 10.0
1861 ... 8,391 18.1 1,954 42.1 23.3 7.0 9.9
1960 ...t e 8,243 18.1 1,955 424 23.7 7.0 101
1889 ... 8,320 18.5 1,916 426 23.0 6.8 9.8

" Revised to reflect changes.in weighting and imputation procedures.
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years and 6.3 percent for those with a householder 65
and over, the latter two rates not being statistically
different). Poverty rates fér families also tended to
decrease as years of school completed by the house-
holder increased and as the number of workers in the
family increased (See tables 11 and 19). Poverty rates
for families increased as family size increased.

Persons in families represented 75.1 percent of the
poor in 1990 and an additional 2.7 percent lived in
unrelated subfamilies. (Unrelated subfamilies are com-
posed of persons related to each other but not related
to the person or couple maintaining the household.) The
poverty rate for persons in families was 12.0 percent in
1990 (up from 11.5 percent in 1989), while 56.0 percent
of the 1.6 million persons in the Nation's unrelated
subfamilies were poor in 1990. (The latter rate was not
significantly different from the 1989 estimate).

The 7.4 million unrelated individuals (persons living
alone or with nonrelatives only) who were poor in 1990
accounted for 22.2 percent of the poverty population
(compared with -only: 13.3 percent of the population

‘above the poverty level).4.The poverty rate for unrelated
_ individuals increased by 1.4 percentage points between

1989 and 1990 to reach 20.7 percent, and the increase
in their number accounted for one-third of the net

increase in the total number of poor during that period. .

Work Experience of Persons and Family- Household-
ers. In 1990, 40.3 percent of poor persons 15 years old
and over worked and 9.4 percent worked year-round,
full-time. For nonpoor persons the comparable figures
were 72.5 percent worked and 45.4 percent worked
year-round, full-time in 1990. Although the number of
poor workers has fluctuated as did the number of poor,
the proportions of poor adults who worked and who

“It should be noted that the CPS is primarily a household survey
and thus persons who are homeless and not living in shelters are not
included in these poverty statistics.

worked year-round, full-time in 1990 were not statisti-
cally different from those in any year since 1978 (The
percent who worked year-round, full-time in 1978 was
however lower than the 1990 figure. See table D). The
number of poor persons who worked did not change

' significantly between 1989 and 1990.

Among poor family householders, 49.8 percent worked
in 1990 and 15.2 percent worked year-round, full-time
(see table 19). Neither of these figures is significantly

 different from the comparable 1989 estimate. The num-

ber of poor family householders who worked, however,
increased by 214,000 between 1989 and 1990, while
the number who worked year-round, full-time did not
change significantly. For comparison, 79.7 percent of
nonpoor family householders worked m 1990 and 61.9
percent worked year-round, full-time.

In 56.2 percent of poor married-couple families the
householder worked in 1990, with 24.1 percent working
year-round, full-time. About 35.9 percent of poor married-
couple householders who did not work in 1990 indicated
retirement as the reason, while 33.3 percent gave
iliness or disability as the reason, and the remaining
30.8 percent gave a reason such as unable to find work,
keeping house, or going to school.s For nonpoor married-
couple householders, the vast majority (76.2 percent) of
those who did not work were retired. Approximately -
twice the proportion of poor as nonpoor married-couple
householders reported iliness or-disability as the reason
for not working.

The householder worked in 43.6 percent of poor
female-householder families with no husband present in
1990, with 8.0 percent working year-round, full-time.
The comparable percentages for nonpoor female house-
holders with no husband present were 76.4 percent who
worked in 1990 and 55.1 percent worked year-round,

5The percentages in this sentence are not statistically dlfferent
from each other.

Table D. Workers as a Proportion of All Poor Persons: 1978 to 1990

(Numbers in thousands)

I S s e e e e - NUMb@T- Of-pOOF| - -~ ~Worked = Worked year-round, full-time =
Year 15 years and .
o over Number Percent Number Percent
1990 .. e 21,783 8,770 40.3 2,039 9.4
1989 .. 20,474 8,419 411 1,887 9.2
1988 .. e 20,857 8,415 40.3 1,929 - 9.2
1987 21,316 8,440 39.6 1,871 ' 88
1986 ... 21,352 8,864 41.5 2,009 9.4
1985 ..o 21,954 9,112 415 1,972 9.0
9B e eieieaiaaa., 22,246 9,104 .. _409|.. . 2,076 K-
DL K . 23,465 9,440’ 40.2 2,066 8.8
1982 o 22,812 9,119 40.0 2,000 8.8
1081 21,260 8,631 40.6 1,883 8.9
1980 ..o e 19,517 7,792 39.9 1,646 8.4
1979 e 16,907 6,545 38.7 1,365 . _8.1
1978 L . 16,914 6,599 39.0 1,309 . 7.7

14 years and over.




full-time. The predominant reason given by those who
did not work was family responsibilities for poor female
householders, with 64.9 percent giving this reason.
Unlike poor families maintained by a female with no
husband present, nonpoor female-householder families
whose householder did not work in 1990 generally
contained no related children under 18 years (73.0
percent for the nonpoor versus 11.9 percent for the

poor had no children). Thus,“family responsibilities” -

was given by only 34.1 percent of nonpoor female
householders as the reason for not working. For these
nonpoor families the most common reason for not
working was retirement, with 39.9 percent giving this
. response. '

In 59.6 percent of all poor families in 1990 at least
one person worked, and in 1.3 million poor families
(17.8 percent of all poor families) there were two or
more workers in 1990. The majority of the Nation’s
nonpoor families had two or more workers in 1990 (63.2
percent). Poverty rates decreased as number of work-
ers in the family increased, from 29.9 percent for

families with no workers to 2.1 percent for families with

three or more workers.

Educational Attainment of Family Householders.
About 51.8 percent of the poor family householders 25
years old and older were high school graduates in 1990,
compared with 81.5 percent of nonpoor householders.
Although 16.6 percent of poor householders had not
completed the eighth grade, a similar proportion had
completed one or more years of college. Nevertheless
poverty rates decrease dramatically as years of school
completed by the householder increases: the poverty
rate was 21.8 percent for householders who had not
completed high school, 9.3 percent for those who had
graduated from high school but not attended college,
and 3.8 percent for householders who had completed
one or more years of college. This general relationship
exists regardless of race or Hispanic origin although
large differences exist among thése groups within edu-
cation category. For example, 26.2 percent of Black
family householders who were high school graduates
(but had not completed any college years) were below

the poverty level in 1990, while 15.0 percent of Hispanic

householders and only 6.9 percent of White household-
ers with comparable education were poor. Only about
one of four poor Hispanic householders was a high
school graduate in 1990, compared with about half of
both White and Black householders below the poverty
level. Regardiess of race somewhat higher proportions
of poor female householders with no spouse present
were high school graduates than householders in married-
couple families. For Black families for example, 36.6
percent of householders in married-couple families were
high school graduates compared with 55.0 percent of
female householders with no spouse present.

Income Deficit. In 1990, the average amount of money
needed to raise the incomes of each poor family to its
respective poverty threshold was $5,192, not signifi-
cantly different from the 1989 figure of $5,138 (in
constant 1990 dollars). This amounts to a deficit per
family member of $1,461 in 1990. The average income
deficit for poor families with a female householder, no
husband present. ($5,661) was higher than that for

married-couple families ($4,673). This difference is com-

pounded by the fact that poor families with a female
householder were smaller than poor married-couple
families. Thus, the deficit per family member was $1,696
in 1990 for families with a female householder, no
husband present compared with $1,197 for married-
couple families. ’

For unrelated individuals, the average income deficit
was $2,880 in 1990, somewhat lower than their average
deficit of $2,970 in 1989 (in 1990 dollars). For women,
the average deficit in 1990 for unrelated persons was
$2,645, significantly lower than the $3,257 for men.

Another gauge of the relative distance of the poor
from the poverty level is the proportion below specified
fractions of their respective poverty thresholds. Of all
poor persons, 38.5 percent or 12.9 million persons were
in families (or were unrelated individuals) whose total
income in 1990 was below one-half of their respective
poverty threshold. This fraction was not different from
the figure for 1989, but remains above the comparable
proportion in 1978. ‘

In 1990 there were 11.0 million poor persons whose
family (or personal in the case of unrelated individuals)
income was between 75 percent and 99 percent of their
poverty threshold. These persons represented 32.9

percent of all poor persons. A similar number of persons .

(11.3 million) had “near poor” income in 1990—that is,
income more than their respective poverty threshold but

below 125 percent of their threshold. Data from the

Survey of Income and Program Participation imply that
persons whose income is close to the poverty level—
either above or below it—have a much higher probability
of changing statuses than other persons. For example
17.9 percent of near poor persons in 1985 became poor
in 1986 compared with only 1.8 percent of persons with
income above 125 percent of their poverty threshold.
Likewise 42.5 percent of poor persons in 1985 whose
income was between 75 percent and 99 percent of their
poverty threshold had above poverty level income in
1986, compared with only 13.4 percent of persons
whose income was below 75 percent of their threshold.®

In absolute dollar terms, there were about 400,000-

poor families and 800,000 poor unrelated individuals
within $500 of having sufficient income in 1990 to lift
them above the poverty level, while a similar number of

8See Current Population Reports, Series P-70, No. 18, Transitions

_in Income and Poverty Status: 1985-86.
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families and unrelated individuals had income in 1990
. above their respective poverty threshold but within $500
of the poverty level (see table 22).

Recelpt of Assistance From Government Programs. 4

About 41.8 percent of persons below the poverty level
in 1990 received cash assistance in that year through
such programs as Aid to Families with Dependent
Children or Supplementary Security Income (see table
E). Only 55.8 percent of persons in households where
cash assistance was received had income below the
‘official poverty level in 1990. The eligibility criteria for
many programs are multiples of the poverty level (for
example 185 percent of the appropriate poverty guide-
line) so that a family could have earnings part of the year
or some other nonwelfare income and cash government
assistance another part of the year which combined
produce an annual income above the poverty level.
There were an additional 7.5 million persons below the
poverty level in 1990 who received some type of
noncash benefit, such as food stamps, medicaid, or
housing assistance, but received no cash assistance.
Combined with those who received cash assistance,
64.0 percent of the poor were in households that
received cash or noncash assistance (or both since
some of these programs were designed to complement

each other). Another 2.5 million persons were in house-
holds which received free or reduced-price school lunches
but no other assistance - only 1.4 million of whom were
children under 18 years. Including all of these persons
would raise the fraction of the poor who received some
form of cash or noncash assistance in 1990 to 71.6
percent. There are several explanations why 28.4 per-
cent of the poor received no benefits of any sort in 1990.
Some were ineligible because of assets such as a car or
savings; some did not know they were eligible; others
knew they were eligible but chose not to accept assis-

- tance or felt the effort was not worth the small amount
of benefits for which they qualified.”

. About 87.1 percent of poor children under 18 years
were in households where some form of means-tested
benefit was received, including 93.7 percent of children
in families with a female householder and no spouse
-present and 78.0 percent of those in married-couple
families. About 49.7 percent of the elderly poor received

’According to a U.S. Department of Agriculture study, about
one-third of eligible nonparticipants in the Food Stamp program would
have received $10 or less in Food Stamps per month: See Pat Doyle,
Food Stamp Program Participation Rates: August 1985, Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc., Washington D.C., 1990. Also see the U.S.
Government Accounting. Office study, Food Stamps: Reasons for
Nonparticipation, GAO/PEMD-89-5BR, December 1988,

Table E. Program Participation Status of Household, by Poverty Status of Persons in 1990,

(Numbers in thousands)

In household that . In household in
) received means- | In household that . which one or '
. In household that | tested assistance | received means- In household more persons Live in public
Characteristic received means- | excluding school tested cash that received covered by or subsidized
tested assistance lunches assistance food stamps medicaid housing
. Total | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent Numbér Percent
ALL INCOME LEVELS ’
Total ............. 248,644 53,249 214 43,275 17.4) 25,156 10.1 | . 22,790 9.2| 33,347 134 | 10,138 41
65 years and over . .. ... 30,093 5,167 17.2 5,078 16.9 2,736 9.1 1,280 4.3 3,262 10.8 1,543 5.1
In families. . .............. 210,967 | 46,359 220| 36,755 17.4| 21,650 10.3| 20,037 9.5 2,961 13.8 7,928 3.8
Related children under : ) '
18years.............. 63,908 | 20,776 325| 15,765 24.7 9,446 148 | 10,477 164 12,957 203 4,144 6.5
In married-couple families . . . | 169,092 25,802 153 | 18,974 11.2 8,948 5.3 8,058 48| 14,064 83| 2,298 1.4
Related children under
18years.............. 47,962 | 10,456 218 8,961 145 3,017 63| 3,676 771 5341 111 904 1.9
In families with femate ’
householder, no spouse .
present................. 33,794| 18,186 538| 15823 468 11561 342|°11,233) 332 13399| 396 5348| 158 .. .
—=Related children-under === = = [ e e s e e ;
18years.............. 13,793 9,464 68.6 8,145 59.1 6,085 44.1 6,474 -46.9 7,089 51.4 3,130 22.7
Unrelated individuals .......| 36,056 5,977 16.6 5817 16.1 3,109 8.6 2,391 6.6 3,668 10.2 2,176 6.0
BELOW POVERTY LEVEL '
Total .............. 33,585 | 24,031 716 21,505 64.0( 14,040 41.8( 16,375 48.8| 17,469 52.0 6,667 19.9
65 years and over .. ... 3,658 1,816 49.7 1,791 49.0 1,027 281 819 224 1,246 34.1 707 19.3
Infamilies . . ............. 25,232 20,105 79.7| 17,734 7031 11,784 46.7 | 14,337 568 | 14,699 583 5,480 21.7
Related children under
18years.............. 12,715 11,076 87.1 9,713 76.4 6,697 52.7 8,193 6441 ' 3,810 65.4 3,233 25.4
In married-couple families ...| 11,637 8,010 68.8 6,510 559 3,076 26.4 4,758 40.9 4,834 41.5 1,051 _90
s e . —memne - RO}ALOA:Children-under—- - - Sl e = == . = S
1B8years.............. 4,907 3,828 78.0 2,990 60.9 1,393 284 2,320 47.3 2,295 46.8 505 10.3
In famifies with female :
householder, no spouse
present................. 12,5781 11,411 90.7| 10,607 84.3 8,340 66.3 9,175 729 9,372 74.5 4,284 34.1
Related children under )
18years.............. 7,363 6,903 93.7]. 6,415 87.1 5117 69.5 5,659 76.9 5,758 78.2 2,655 36.1
Unrelated individuals . . ... .. 7,446 3,247 43.6 3,202 43.0 1,917 25.8 1,719 23.1 2,259 30.3 1,163 15.6
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some form of means-tested benefits. About 43.6 per-

.cent of unrelated individuals received such benefits,

with 25.8 percent receiving cash assistance.

Cash assistance is included when determining the
poverty status of persons using the official’definition, but
noncash benefits are not valued. For the past several
years, the Census Bureau has had a research program
which includes the experimental valuation of noncash

_benefits as well as the effects of taxes on the number of .

poor. For the latest report on this research, see Current
Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 176-RD, Measur-
ing the Effect of Benefits and Taxes on Income and
Poverty: 1990 (issued September 1991).

Health Insurance Coverage. Despite the existence of
such programs as Medicaid and Medicare, 28.6 percent
of the poor in 1990 reported that they had no medical
insurance of any kind at any time during that year (see
table F).® About 11.6 percent of persons with income
above the poverty level lacked medical insurance in
- 1990. Persons with income below the poverty level
represented 27.7 percent of the 34.6 million persons
who reported having no health insurance during 1990.
(The total number of uninsured rose by 1.3 million
persons between 1989 and 1990).

About 45.2 percent of the poor were covered by
Medicaid (or Medicaid and some form of private insur-
ance), 13.4 percent were covered by Medicare (or
Medicare and some other form of insurance), 2.7 per-
cent reported coverage under a Veterans or military
plan, and 23.6 percent were covered by a private health

plan, generally through their employer or a relative’s

employer. Poor adult males 18 to 44 years were the
least likely age-sex group to have insurance, with slightly
over 50 percent uninsured in 1990. About 21.8 percent
of poor children under 18 years had no insurance but
only 2.5 percent of the elderly poor were uninsured.
Poor persons of Hispanic origin were more likely to be
uninsured (41.3 percent) than Whites as a whole (30.6
percent) or Blac_ks (24.3 percent).

COLLECTION AND LIMITATIONS OF
POVERTY DATA

This report presents findings from the Income Sup-
. plement of the Census Bureau’s Current Population
Survey of March 1991. The information was collected
from a sample of persons representing the civilian
noninstitutional population and members of the Armed
Forces living off post or with their families on post in the
United State. Because the collection of income data in

8An additional fraction of persons had coverage for only part of the
year. Persons were not asked about gaps in coverage in the March
1991 CPS. Data from SIPP imply that many persons covered at some
time during the year have gaps in coverage. See Current Population
Reports, Series P-70, No 17, Health Insurance Coverage 1986-88.

the Survey is restricted to persons 15 years old and

over, unrelated individuals under 15 are excluded from'’
“this report.

In addition, poverty numbers and rates
exclude inmates of institutions, and Armed Forces mem-
bers living in barracks.

The poverty definition used in this report is based on

"an index developed at the Social Security Administra-

tion (SSA) in 1964, and revised by Federal Interagency
Committees in 1969 and 1981. A directive from the
Office of Management and Budget, originally issued in
1969, established the Census Bureau’s statistics on
poverty as the standard data series to be used by all
Federal agencies.®

The poverty concept is a statistical measure based
on the Department of Agriculture’s 1961 Economy Food
Plan. It reflects the different consumption requirements
of families in relation to their size and composition, and
the age of the family householider. A ratio of food
expenditures to income of one-third, based on the
Department of Agriculture’s 1955 Survey of Food Con-
sumption, was used to derive the original poverty thresh-
olds from the economy food plan. For further details,
see appendix A.

The poverty thresholds have been updated annually
to take account of inflation based on changes in the
Consumer Price Index(CPi-U). Some analysts feel that
the CPI-U overstated the true rise in living costs in the
late 1970’s. In 1983, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS) began using a revised method to calculate the
CPI-U. The official CPI-U time series is based on the old
methodology prior to 1983 and on the new methodology
for the years 1983 to the present. In order to create a
consistent series over time, the BLS devised an exper-

imental series ‘called the CPI-U-X1 based on the new-

methodology for the entire 1967-82 period. Poverty
estimates using the CPI-U-X1 for 1990 are published in
Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 176-RD,
Measuring the Effect of Benefits and Taxes on Income
and Poverty: 1990.

The data on income collected in the CPS are limited
to money income received before payments for per-
sonal income.taxes and deductions for Social Security,
union dues, Medicare premiums, etc. Money income is
the sum of the amounts received from earnings; Social
Security and public assistance payments; dividends,
interest and rent; unemployment and worker’s compen-
sation; government and private employment pensions;
and other periodic income. (Certain money receipts
such as capital gains are not included.) Readers should
be aware that for many different reasons there is a
tendency in household surveys for respondents to under-

“report their income. For additional information on this

topic, see Appendix C, “Underreporting of Income.”

SStatistical Policy Handbook, Directive 14, Office of Federal Sta-
tistical Policy and Standards, U.S. Department of Commerce, May
1978.

SE.
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Table F. Selected Charaéterlstfcs of Persons, by Health Insurance Coverage Status and Poverty

Status: 1990
(Numbers in thousands) -

Covered by some form of health insurance all or part of year
. L CHAMPUS,
Age, Race and Hlspan!c origin VA or mili-
Private tary health
Total Total| insurance' Medicaid' Medicare'’ plan'| Not covered
All Income Levels )

Total ... - 248,644 214,015 182,069 24,160 32,260 9,922 34,629
Under 18years................... 65,049 56,634 46,369 11,993 88 2,408 8,414
18tod44years.................... 106,471, . 86,523 77,834 7,283 1,210 3,758 19,948

Men........................... 52,626 41,195 38,214 2,033 627 1,867 11,430

Women........................ 53,846 45,329 39,621 5,251 583 1,890 8,517

45t0o64years.................... 47,032 41,041 37,298 2,302 2,167 2,605 5,991
"65yearsandover................. 30,093 29,816 20,566 2,582 28,795 ~ 1,151

White. ... 208,611 181,711 160,096 15,037 28,530 8,022 26,901

Black........coooiiiiiiiii, 30,806 24,741 15,945 7,753 3,106 1,402 6,065

Hispanic origin....................... 21,405 -14,460 10,273 3,898 1,269 |- 519 6,945

Income Below Poverty Level

Total 33,585 23,979 7,918 15,175 4,500 897 9,605 -
Under 18 years 13,431 10,500 2,874 8,313 .45 321 2,932
18 to 44 years 12,433 7,328 2,806 4,490 432 294 5,104

: 4,764 2,190 1,148 970 194 - 123 2,573

7,669 5,138 1,657 3,519 238 171 2,530

45 to 64 years 4,063 2,584 1,045 1,261 | . 523 176 1,479
65 years and over 3,658 3,568 1,194 1,112 3,500 106 90

White ) 22,326 15,485 6,098 .8,758 3,228 652 6,841

Black 9,837 7,450 1,507 5,686 1,149 210 2,386

Hispanic origin ' 6,006 3,626 864 2,686 334 7 2,481

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION ) a

All Income Levels ' '

MTotal . 100.0 56.1 73.2 9.7 13.0 4.0 13.9
100.0 87.1 71.3 18.4 0.1 3.7 12.9
100.0 81.3 73.1 6.8 1.1 3.5 18.7
100.0 78.3 72.6 3.9 1.2 3.5 21.7
Women.......... e, 100.0 84.2 73.6 9.8 1.1 3.5 15.8
45to64years.................... 100.0 87.3 79.3 4.9 4.6 5.5 12.7
65yearsand over................. + 100.0 99.1 68.3 8.6 95.7 38 0.9

White.............ooiiii 100.0 87.1 76.7 7.2 13.7 38 12.9

Black............cocoiiiiiini 100.0 80.3 51.8 252 10.1 4.6 .19.7

Hispanic origin....................... 100.0 67.6 48.0 18.2 5.9 24 324

Income Below Poverty Level '

Total ....... PR e 100.0 71.4 23.6 452 13.4 2.7 '28.6
Under18years................... 100.0 78.2 21.4 61.9 0.3 24 21.8
18toddyears.................... 100.0 58.9 22,6 36.1 35 2.4 41.1

M . 100.0 46.0 241 20.4 4.1 26 54.0
100.0 67.0 21.6 45.9 3.1 22 33.0

.. 1000 636| 257 e300 129 48 364

I 71000 975 326 - 30.4 95.7 29 25

White............ooi i, 100.0 |- 69.4 27.3 39.2 145 29 30.6

Black...............ocoiiiii 100.0 75.7 156.3 57.8 11.7 21 243

Hispanic origin....................... 100.0 58.7 144 44.7 5.6 1.2 41.3

276 - -

'Includes those also covered by other insurance.

Money income does not reflect the fact that many

families received part of their income in the form of

" Tnonmoney transfers. Many low-income families received

benefits such as food stamps, health benefits, and
subsidized housing; other families received employer-
provided benefits such as health insurance coverage,
contributions to retirement plans, and payment for edu-

cation expenses.

Beginning with the 'March 1980 survey, the CPS

_income_supplement_has.included.a-group-of-questions -

on the receipt of selected noncash benefits during the
previous year. The means-tested benefits covered in
the March 1991 survey were food stamps, free or
reduced-price school lunches, public or subsidized hous-
ing, and Medicaid. Questions were also asked about the
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following non-means tested benefits: Medicare, CHAM-
PUS or other military health .care, employer-provided
insurance plans, and employer-provided group health
insurance plans. Data on such benefits show that about
72 percent of all poor persons were in households in
which someone received at least one of the following
means-tested noncash benefits in 1990: food stamps,
free or reduced price school lunches, Medicaid, and
publicly owned or other subsided housing.

Technical Paper 58, Estimates of Poverty Including
the Value of Noncash Benefits: 1987, focuses on five
major noncash benefits: food stamps, free or reduced
pricé school lunches, Medicaid, Medicare, and publicly

owned or subsidized housing. The paper presents two -

different methods for valuing these benefits: (1) market
value, (2) recipient value. It is the sixth in a series of
technical papers updating the estimates to 1987. Tech-
nical Papers Nos. 50, 51, 52, 55, 56, and 57 contain
estimates for the period 1979 through 1986. Since the
same poverty thresholds were used as in the official
definition, the resulting poverty estimates are_ all lower
than the official estimates. The report for 1987 shows
that if selected benefits had been counted as income,
the official estimate of poverty would have been reduced
by 8 to 37 percent, depending on the range of benefits
valued and the method used.

More recently the Bureau has released reports which
estimate the incremental effect of valuing these non-

' cash benefits as well as factoring in the effect of taxes

on poverty, again using the official poverty thresholds.
See Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 176-
RD, Measuring the Effect of Benefils and Taxes on
Income and Poverty: 1990. It should be noted that there
is no general agreement on how to value all of such
benefits, which benefits should be valued or whether
any noncash benefits should be valued without adjust-
ing the poverty thresholds.'®

RELATED REPORTS

Current Population Survey

A detailed explanation of the poverty concept appears
in the “The Measure of Poverty, A Report to Congress
as Mandated by the Education Amendments of 1974,”
prepared by Poverty Studies Task Force under the

°The Census Bureau’s income concept does not assign a value to
any noncash benefit, regardless of a person’s or family’s income level.
Benefits such as employer-provided health and life insurance, pension
plans, stock options, and use of company automobiles are not valued
and not included as income in the official estimates. For further
discussion on valuing noncash benefits, see Proceedings of the
Conference on the Measurement of Noncash Benefits, Dec. 12-14,
1985, Vol. 1, and also Harold W. Watts, “Have our Measures of
Poverty Become Poorer?” Focus, Volume 9, No. 2, Summer 1986,
University of Wisconsin-Madison, Institute for Research on Poverty.

auspices of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. This report also discusses limitations of the
poverty definition and presents alternative methods for
measuring poverty. o ‘

A detailed description of the original poverty index
developed by the Social Security Administration appears

- in the following articles by Mollie Orshansky published in

the Social Security Bulletin, “Counting the Poor: Another
Look at the Poverty Profile,” January 1965 (reprinted in
the October 1988-issue) and “Who’s Who Among the
Poor: A Demographic View of Poverty,” July 1965.

Data on persons in poverty based on the original
poverty definition appear in Current Population Reports,
Series P-60, No. 54, The Extent of Poverty in the United
States: 1959 to 1966. Data based on the revised
definition of poverty appear in later reports in the P-60
series. Poverty data are also included in some reports in
the P-20 and P-23 series of the Current Population
Reports. All relevant titles are listed on the inside of the
back cover of this report. Data based on the Current
Population Survey showing the distribution of families
and persons by income levels also appear in the P-60
series; the latest report is P-60, No. 174, Money Income
of Households, Families and Persons in the United
States: 1990.

Detailed data on the receipt of noncash benefits in
1985, including the poverty status of recipients appear
in Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 155,
Receipt of Selected Noncash Benefits: 1985. Several
approaches to the valuation of these benefits are explored
in Technical Paper 58, Estimates of Poverty Including
the Value of Noncash Benefits: 1987. The Bureau has
also released a report which estimates the incremental
effect on the number of poor of valuing certain noncash
benefits and using an aftertax income concept (but
using the same poverty thresholds as the official defini-
tion). See Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No.
176-RD, Measuring the Effect of Benefits and Taxes on
Income and Poverty: 1990.

Survey of Income and Program Participation‘

Data on movement into and out of poverty in a
two-year period are contained in Current Population
Reports, Series P-70, No. 15-RD-1, Transitions in Income
and Poverty Status: 1984 and 1985, P-70, No. 18,
Transitions in Income and Poverty Status: 1985-86, and
P-70, No. 24, Transitions in Income and Poverly Status:1987-
1988.

Decenn